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PREFACE

The material contained herein constitutes a supplement to
the report entitled Soviet Interests in Arms Control and Disarma-
ment--Th, Decade Under Khrushch 1 , prepared under
contract (ACDA 7-15) with the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

The report proper concentrates its focus on three periods--
1954-1956, 1957-1962, and 1962-1964. For each period the analysis
in the report is introduced by a brief factual summary of the
manifest Soviet negotiating posture and the propaganda line that
accompanied it.

This annex volume contains the same geaeral material in
considerably more detailed form. While it does not purport to
tell the whole historical story, it may be of interest to those
wishing to explore the material in greater detail. In addition
to Messrs. Clemens and Griffiths, contributions were made by
Peter Kenez, Paul Marantz, and Joseph L. Nogee.

Lincoln P. Bloomfield
Director, Arms Control Project



Chapter I

THE SPIRIT OF GENEVA: A NEW ROUND AFER STALIN

1954-1956

A. The Negotiations: Style and Substance

1. September 1954 to May 1955: Oscillation. The shift
in manifest Soviet policies toward arms control can be dated
from September 1954.

Table I.1

DATES OF MAJCR MEETINGS OF U.N.
DISARMAMENT ORGANS, 1952-1957

U.N. Disarmament Commission
U.N. Disarmament Commission Subcommittee

1952 March 14-Augast 29
1954 May 13-June 22

1954 July 20-29
2955 February 25-May18
1955 August 29-Oztober 7
1956 March 19-May4

1956 July 3-16
1957 March 18-September 6

This table shows the periods of meetings of the two
principal disarmament negotiating bodies referred to in the
text, apart from meetings of a pureiy r'ormal or pro--edural
nature. The basic forum for negotiations from 1954 till 1957
was the Subcommittee, where the United StL'es, Soviet. British,
French, and Canadian governments negotiated behind closed doors,
though with the understanding that their verbatim record would
eventually become public.
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It took the form of a statement by Andrei Vyshinsky to the U.'.
General Assembly on September 30 during debate on the disarmament
item. In this statement the Soviet Union dropped the demand for
unconditional prohibition of all nuclear weapons regardless of
conventional arms reductions or control measures-..a demand that
had characterized Soviet policy for many years. Specifically,
the Soviets declared themselves willing to negotiate on the basis
of the principles laid out in the so-called Anglo-French proposals
of June 11, 1954 on the phasing off nuclear and conventional disarma-
ment. Inherent in this proposal was the willingness to proceed in
stages, instead of the immediate and sweeping measures contained
in previous Soviet proposals.

Oscillation in the Soviet position r'ven at that point was
not long in coming. TASS on February 18, 1955 carried a statement
proposing the immediate destruction of all nuclear stocks; the
freezing of conventional forces and military budgets as of January 1,
1955; and the convening of a world disarmament conference forthwith;
in other words, restating the old Soviet position with virtually
no change. Thus when the Disarmament Commission Subcommittee (DCSC)
reconvened on February 25, 1955, Soviet representative Andrei
Gromyko, by insisting on priority for the position stated by TASS,
appeared to renege on the position originally presented to the
Assembly.

On March 11, 1955, however, Moscow again appeared to return
to its previously stated willingness to negotiate on the basis of
the Anglo-French memorandum. The details were spelled out in a
Soviet proposal of March 18, 1955 that was in many wsays similar to
the French elaboration of the plan originally introduced by the
Western nations on March 8. The Soviet and Western plans appeared
to be in agreement on the following points:

1. The disarmament program should begin with a
freeze on military forces and spending. (In dispute was
the base period for the freeze and whether, as Moscow
proposed, armaments should be included.)

2. Reductions of military manpower and conventional
armaments should take place in two stages.

3. Production of nuclear weapons should halt at
the end of the first stage (Western proposal) or at the
beginning of the second stage (Soviet proposal).

4. Following the latter two stages there might be
a red,tction of forces to the minimum levels needed for
inte nal security and tuhlfillment of U.N. obligations.
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5. "Existing" stocks of nuclear materials would be
used exclusively for peaceful purposes. (Later in 1955
Moscow announced it would take part in the United States-
proposed International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA]. Nothing
was said in the DCSC about an end to production of fission-
able materials.)

This set of proposals seemed to constitute a wide framework
of consensus potentially broader than any East-West agreement since
1945. Nonetheless there were important differences, which Western
proposals in mid-April of the same year helped to bridge. But the
Soviet d6marche of May 10, 1955, seemed to go still further toward
narrowing the gap between East and West.

2. May through December 1955" Soviet Demarche and U.S.
"Reservation." The Soviet proposals of May 10, 1955 were particularly
significant in three respects. First, they acknowledged that, as
the W_±st had been insisting for years, hidden nuclear stockpiles
were an undeniable possibility in the contemporary world; this
effectively put an end to Soviet demands for a simple uninspected
ban on nuclear weapons. Second, although they constituted a com-
prehensive "package," the May 10 proposals' emphasis on a nuclear
test ban and ground control posts marked the beginnings of Soviet
interest in a partial measures approach which became explicit in
March 1956.1 And third, they represented a movement toward Western
positions on some of the details of disarmament, particularly in terms
of the interrelationship between disarmament and security, that was
nothing short of dramatic by contrast to the glacial pace of negotia-
tions until then.

Specifically, the Soviet May 10 proposal adopted the Western
position on force levels, the timing of nuclear disarmament, and the
principle of a single control organ (the first three items listed in
Table 1.2). It also accepted the Western view that the base period
for the initial freeze should be 1954 rather than 1955. At the same
time the three East-West differences on inspection and control remained
as indicated on items 4-, in Table 1.2. Questions of control were

- Moscowd's first serious interest in partial measures dated
from 1955. It was confirmed by Premier Khrushchev himself in his
September 18, 1959 address to the U.N. General Assembly. 'The Soviet
Government," he said, "considers it appropriate to recall its dis-
armament proposals of May 10, 1955, which outlined a specific scheme
for partial measures in the field of disarmament." U.S. Department
of State, Dociaents on Disarrmament. 1445-1959 (2 vols.; Washingtor.,
1960), Vcl. II, p. 1460. Hereafter cited as Documents on Disarmament.
1945-1959.
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The seeds of the partial-measures approach that Moscow
pursued increasingly in the next two years existed in the compre-
hensive program espoused on May 10, 1955--not only in the surprise
attack posts but in another measure proposed for the first time by
a great power: a nuclear test ban, to be implemented in the first
stage. The May 10 proposal posited that the test ban would be
supervised by an international co: ission reporting to the General
Assembly. (However, Moscow's position evolved in 1955 and 1956 to
deny the need for special machinery to inspect a test ban.) 1

The May 10 initiative involved other uJnresolved problems.
One was its timetable, calling for only one year per stage. Another
was its proposed liquidation of all overseas bases in 1956 and 1957.
Also, it postponed many vital details for a world disarmament confer-
ence to be called early in 1956. Finally, all measures of "pre-
vention" and "suppression" regarding violations of the agreement were
entrusted to the veto-ridden Security Council.

Despite the difficulties, the Soviet demarche of May 10, 1955
appeared an oasis in a desert after the barren record of ten years'
disarmament negotiations. The response of the Western negotiators
indicates the degree of at least verbal consensus that seemed suddenly
to have been achieved. The French representative, Jules Moch, imme-
diately termed the Soviet move "historic" because "it repeats earlier
proposals by the Western porwers," adding "that the whole thing looks
too good to be true."2 The United States delegate, James Wadsworth,
on May 12 said he was "gratified to find that the concepts which we have
put forward over a considerable length o time . . . have been accepted
in a large measure by,,hs Soviet Union." Mr. Johnson of Ca-nada spoke
of "a marked advance, and Anthony Nutting, representing the United
Kingdom, described the Soviet initiative as "an encouraging develop-
ment and a significant advance. "5

In retrospect it may be significant that the May 10 proposals
were made on the same day that the West invited Moscow to attend a
Heads of Gover.nments Conference--a meeting at the Summit. It can
be suggested that the Soviet initiative may have been intended to
condition the atmosphere in which an East-West rapprochement was to
take place. The West, in any case, moved to adjourn the DCSC,

lSee, e.g., Bulganin's September 11, 1956 letter to

Eisenhower in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1259, Vol. I, p. 692.

2United Nations Document DC/SC.1/PV.47, pp. 56-57, May 10, 1955.

3United Nations Document DC/SC.I/PV.48, p. 4.3

4Ibid., p. 21.

5Ibid., p. 12.
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apparently because the Heads of Governments Conference might
drastically alter the terms of discussion. The Soviet delega-
tion, in contrast, protested that negotiations should continue
in the DCSC in order to lay the basis for a disarmament agreement
at the Summit. The Western majority prevailed, and the DCSC
adjourned on May 18, 1955 until after the Heads of Governments
Conference.

The chiefs of state met in Geneva in July of 1955. From
July 18 to 22 they discussed disarmament, European security and
Germany, and cultural and economic exchange programs. On the
first topic, Premier Bulganin introduced a modified version of
the Soviets' May 10 proposal, dropping its "political declaration,"
its statement concerning clandestine weapons, and some of its less
feasible features, such as the two-year timetable and the proposed
liquidation of foreign bases. But some trcublesome changes were

also made. The most egregious of these was an additional speci-
fication that non-great-power armed forces be limited to 150,000
to 200,000 men--a provision obviously directed against the recently
developed NATO plans to build a 500,000-man Bundeswehr. (The May 10
proposal had said that limits on the forces of smaller powers would
be fixed early in 1956 by a "World Disarmament Conference.")

At the Summit meeting there was actually no real negotiation
on disarmament. In fact, in Geneva the Western heads of govern-
ment made no reference to the positions they had advanced and
debated earlier that spring in the DCSC. Nor did they reply to
Bulganin's amended version of the Soviets' May 10 proposal except
to assert that static control posts were insufficient to guard
against surprise attack. Instead the Western leaders spoke in
terms of control measures, each advocating an approach that would,
they said, lead later to disarmament. President Eisenhower thus
made his surprise "Open Skies" proposal for aerial inspection of
the Soviet Union and the United States. British Prime Minister
Anthony Eden pushed for an experimental zone of arms limitations
and inspection in Central Europe; French Premier Faure espoused
budgetary controls of esanaments.

The various issues and proposals dealing with control of
armaments were soon overshadowed by the chief item of contention
at the Sumuit: European security and Germany. Moscow proposed
that both NATO and the Warsaw Pact be replaced by an all-European
security pact within the framework of which the presumably neutral-
lIed Germany might be reunited. The West, however, refused to
disband NATO and insisted that Germany should be reunited only on
the basis of free elections and a free hand in foreign and military
policy--conditiuns that Moscow quickly rejected.
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Disarmament negotiations continued when the DCSC reconvened
in New York late in August of 1955. Each delegation continued to
press the basic line taken by its government at Geneva. On Sep-
tember 6 Harold Stassen representing the United States annouinced that
his government was placing a "reservation" on all American "pre-
Summit" disarmament positions. He and the other Western delegates
still espoused the control measures advocated by their governments
at Geneva but called for additional research to overcome the
difficulties of control alluded to in Moscow's statement of May 10.
In anticipation of the forthcoming U.N. General Assembly session
and also the Foreign Ministers conference following up the Summit
meeting, the DCSC halted its deliberations on October 7, 1955.

From October 27 through November 16, 1955 the Foreign Minis-
ters meeting in Geneva wrestled with the same issues discussed at
the Summit conference in July. They finally admitted what the
heads of government had not: that such new "spirit" as existed in
East-West relations was not adequate to resolve divergent positions
on European security and Germany, on economic and cultural exchange
-- and on disarmament and its control.

The disarmament issue was next debated in December 1955 at
the Tenth General Assembly Session in New York. The resolution
on disarmament that was finally passed--over Soviet bloc opposition
-- resembled the final statement issued by the Western foreign
ministers at Geneva. It called on the DCSC to continue its efforts
toward comprehensive disarmament, giving priority to (1) such con-
fidence-building measures as President Eisenhower's plan for
exchanging military blueprints and mutual aerial inspection and
Premier Bulganin's plan for establishing control posts at strategic
centers, and (2) to all such measures of adequately safeguarded
disarmament as were feasible. The Fau -'! and Eden proposals at the
Summit Conference were also to be studied, along with India's nuclear
test ban suggestion. 1

1UNGA Resolution 914 (X) proposed by the four Western members
of the DCSC. Passed on December 16, 1955 by 56-7-0, the negative
votes coming from the Warsaw Pact nations. Moscow had proposed
amendments to the resolution stressing the East-West "rapprochement"
that had been achieved on (1) force levels, (2) the phasing of nuclear
disarmament, and (3) the "need to set up effective international con-
trol." The Soviet amendments would also have given a dominant rolp.
to Moscow's proposals of May 10 and July 21, 1955, which the Western-
sponsored resolution passed over in silence. (Documents on Disarma-
ment 19 45-13959) Vol. I, pp. 583-584.)
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3. 1956: Dktente and Partial Measures. The Summit
meeting of 1955 was followed up by a series of letters exchanged
between President Eisenhower and Premier Bulganin, which was kept
up throughout 1956, actually intensifying during the Suez crisis.
Even considering the lack of real rapport and the amount of propa-
ganda involved, these exchanges can be viewed as reflecting a
growing sense in both capitals that personal exchanges might play
an important role in controlling tension between the parties. In
the sense that they were inspired by mutually perceived fears about
intentions, above all the fear of surprise attack, such high-level
communications came to have vital significance in the Cuban crisis
of 1962 and the subsequent installation of the "Hot Line."

Premier Bulganin' s letters were particularly interesting in
historic context for their circumspect and "reasonable" tone and
their emphasis on agreements already reached and on the common
interests of the two superpowers. There appeared to be a connec-
tion between Moscow's apparent desire to perpetuate some semblance
of the "Geneva spirit" and the preparations for the Twentieth
Soviet Party Congress in February 1956. On January 23 Premier
Bulganin proposed a United States-Soviet treaty of friendship and
cooperation. In his reply of January 28, President Eisenhower
scouted this offer, calling for deeds, not words, and reminded
Moscow that the obligations it proposed were already in the U.N.
Charter. On February 1 Bulganin's reply dilated on the benefits
to be gained from a United States-Soviet or all-European security
pact, pointing to Moscow's "deeds" in reducing its military per-
sonnel and budgets and in closing such foreign bases as Porkkala-Udd,
and the Soviet "initiative" in concluding the Austrian State Treaty.

While letters continued to pass at intervals between Moscow
and Washington, London, and Paris, negotiations resumed in the DCSC
between March 19 and May 4, 1956 and in the Disarmament Commission
itself between July 3 and 16. In the 1956 negotiations the West
continued to emphasize "Open Skies" as well as other inspection
plans but also elaborated programs for comprehensive disarmament
-- conventional and nuclear. Britain and France--as in 1954 and
1956--attempted "syntheses" and compromises to bridge the gulf
between Washington's and Moscow's proposals. 1

1See U.S. proposals of March 21 and 22, 1956 in ibid., Vol. I,
pp. 599-603; Anglo-French proposals of March 19 and May 3, 1956 in
ibid., Vol. I, pp. 595-598 and 615-622; and U.S., British, and
French proposals for force ceilings in ibid., Vol. I, pp. 601-603
and 608-613.
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On March 27, 1956 the Soviet Union introduced its only resolu-
tion at the DCSC in that year. The first part of the Soviet proposal
provided for limiting and reducing conventional armaments and armed
forces to the levels specified in the May 10 document but in two
rather than the three years proposed earlier. As at the Summit and
the Foreign Ministers Conferences in 1955, Moscow again provided
that China's obligations could be determined only with the parti-
cipation of the Peking regime.

The control provisions were somewhat more specific and far-
reaching than Moscow had proposed in 1955. Ground control posts
were again suggested, but with the clarification that they would
be enumerated in a special agreement that would also extend to the
signatories' foreign bases. The control organ again was to have
unlimited access to all objects of control, now spelled out as
"military units, stores of military equipment and ammunition; land,
naval, and air bases; factories manufacturing conventional armaments
and ammunition." Since no ban on nuclear production was contained
in the Soviet proposal, tle problem of dealing with clandestine
nuclear production did not arise. However, Moscow had apparently
agreed to inspection--not just over "disarmament" but over all con-
ventional armaments.

The May 10, 1955 plan had provided that "unlimited access to
all objects of control" would commence only during the second stage
of conventional force reductions, allowing solely for fixed control
posts during the first stage. No such qualification existed in
the March 26, 1956 Soviet proposal, which simply said that subse-
quent agreement would be needed to determine the size of conventional
reductions for each year. The 1956 draft even seemed to take a step
toward the "prior positioning" of control by specifying that the
control organ would be established within two months of the conven-
tion's entry into force and one month before the first reductions
began. It is evident that Moscow's March 27, 1956 proposal offered
even greater opportunities for exploring the control issue than
had the plan of May 10, 1955 (a fant overlooked by most commentators
of the period).

The March 1956 proposal outlined a scheme for a zone of arms
limitation and inspection in Central Europe that was similar to the
1954-1955 Eden PlJn and the Rapacki Plans of 1957 and 1958. "Both
parts of Germany and of states adjacent to them" would be included.
(It should be noted that it did not say "both Germanies.") First,
ceilings would be placed on foreign forces in the zone. Second, the
stationing of atomic formations and weapons in the zone would be
prohibited--a move obviously designed to thwart U.S. plans for NATO.
Third, "Joint inspection of the armed forces and armaments" in the
zone would be instituted.



-12-

The Soviet draft reflected Moscow's growing interest in partial
measures. It declared:

Independently o0 the attainment of agreement on
the problems of disarmament, it is considered
desirable that states should agree to carryo
2artial measures in this field, as follows:

1. To discontinue forthwith tests of thermonuclear

IiicJ weapons.

2. To ensure that no atomic weapons are included
in the armaments of troops in German territory.
The states concerned shall take the necessary
measures to carry out this provision within three
months.

3. To reduce the military budgets of strtes by up
to 15 per cent as against their military budgets
for the previous year. 1

The preamble of the Soviet document stated the hope that
the proposed redaction of conventional weapons would "facilitate
. . . agreement on the prohioition of atomic and hydrogen weapons
and their elimination.. . ." But no renunciation of nuclear
weapons was advocated either with or without a "self-defense"
escape clause. The only limitations suggested on atomic and
hydrogen weapons were the two measures that according to the
proposal could be agreed on independently of progress toward (ion-
ventional disarmament: a ban on thermonuclear weapons tests and
a ban on stationing atomic weapoas in Germany.

In presenting the Soviet plan Andrei Gromyko declared that
the aim of the proposal was to single out tho3e measures on which
agreement was most feasible. Replying to the protests by Western

representatives concerning the absence of any provisions to reduce
nuclear weapons, Gromyko pointed out that the continued proposals
by Britain and France of compr.hensive (that is, conventional and

nuclear) disarmament contradicted the support for partial measures
by the heads of government at the 1955 Summit Conferenze.

11=i.o Vol. I, pp. 603-607. (Italics added.)
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As for 1956, Gromyko took the line that the Soviet Union was
proposing a "different approach" to the disarmament problem
since the linking of conventional and atomic disarmament "has been
a serious obstacle on the way to agreement." However he expressly
reaffirmed the comprehensive package of May 10, 1955 and stated
that his "sole motive" in separatinf conventional and nuclear
disarmament was to reach agreement.

This generally conciliatory Soviet public posture on dis-
armament questions continued when Gromyko on July 12, 1956 appeared
to accept the ceilings proposed by the Western powers in March 1956
of 2,500,000 men for Soviet, Chinese, and United States forces and
750,000 men each for Britain and for France. Moscow said it was
prepared to agree to these levels "as a first step," provided the
West agreed to follow this in a second stage with reductions to the
lower levels that Moscow had endorsed at the 1955 Surnit Conference.
The Soviet delegate noted that the levels now proposed were
considerably higher than those the West had proposed in the spring
of 1955 to follow the second 50 per cent conventional reduction.
Gromyko also observed that the West had upped its ceiling for
the smaller powers from 150,000-200,000 to 500,000 men. Noting
once more Bonn's plan to establish a 500,000 man Bundeswehr,
GromykR said, "It is not hard to guess where this new figure .ame
from.''• It was thus not surprising--but unpromising for serious
negotiations--that Soviet acceptance of the Western-proposed force
levels for the great powers was conditioned on a limit of 150,000
to 200,000 men for other states. Furthermore, the "acceptance"
was within the context of a larger program that included a ban
on the testing and use of "atomic" and "hydrogen" weapons, a ban
on the production of nuclear weapons, and the destruction of all
nuclear stocks.

It should also be noted, however, that according to Gromyko
if the other powers preferred it, Moscow was willing to negotiate
conventional disarmsment separately from nuclear disarmament. In
addition, Moscow affirmed its willingness to make further unilateral
reductions if the United States, Britain, and France carried out a
"corresponding reduction in their own armed forces and armaments."•

SDoc. DC/SC.1/PV.73, p. ll, March 27, 1956. Documents on
D1945-1959, Vol. I, p. 61 4 .

2Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, Voi. 1, pp. 670-671.

3Ibid., pp. 682-683.

4 Ibid., p. 639.



-14-

After the Disarmament Commission adjourned on July 16, 1956
President Eisenhower and Premier Bulganin resumed their correspon-
dence and continued it at an intensive pace for the rest of the
year. Most of the letters concerned nuclear testing; the Soviet
Union wanted an immediate test ban without inspection, which it
held to be superfluous. The United States held that a test ban
would be meaningful only in the context of a larger disarmament
agreement and asserted that science had yet to devise adequate
inspection methods.

On November 17, 1956 Premier Bulgapln sent the President a
declaration entitled "Concerning theoQuestion of Disarmament and
Reduction of International Tension.''2 Its main thrust was to assail
Western involvement in the "counterrevolutionary military plot
against People's Hungary" and also to characterize the war against
Egypt as an integral part of a general imperialist plot against
peace. Recounting Moscow's deeds in behalf of peace, the declaration
closed by presenting a modified version of the May 10, 1955 Soviet
proposal for comprehensive nuclear and conventional disarmament
to be executed in two years.

This November 17 Soviet proposal contained two items of
technical interest. First, it defined for the first time the
territorial limits within which Moscow would permit aerial photo-
graphy. This took the form of a zone extending 800 kilometers to
the east and to the west of the line where NATO confronted Warsaw
Pact forces in Europe. Since much cf NATO's defenses would be
covered but little S viet territory, the proposed zone had little
appeal for the West. 3  The Soviet proposal, moreover, did not
indicate at what gtage even this variant of "Open Skies" would
come into effect.

' . Documents Nos. 175, 176, 177, 178, 182, and 184.

2 rbid., pp. 721-729.

31n April 1957 the United States made a counterproposa.J that
shifted the axis farther east in Europe and specified a second
inspection zone in the Far East. On April 30, 1957 Moscow agreed
in principle to both U.S. suggestions but modified them to take in
more territory that included U.S. bases. Ibid., Vol. II, pp. 784-785.

4At the 1955 Geneva meeting of Foreign Ministers, Soviet
Foreig Minister Molotov had said that aerial photograpby could
be considered during the final stage of a comprehensive disarma-
ment program.


